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I have no argument with your OECD recommendations. The OECD and Europeans tend to iook at 
aid differently - heavy on humanitarian and political elements. We like to look to the private sector. 
We bring different views. 

This is what happens: Europeans say this is what we want to do; USAiD says this is what we're 
doing; then they find a way to protect their equities in vaguely worded agreements. 

Problem; when World Bank and lots of others get involved in reconstruction, and nation-building 
rears its head, the opportunities for corruption go up, Afghanistan is a difficult example, because so 
backward, security situation so bad, and you don't have a sovereign nation fully in control of its 
resources. But a vicious circle; The host nation needs to lead; donors asking Afghan government to 



the front end, at the operational level, there's tendency to go into the crisis du Jour, and go back to 
default mechanisms. There's a disconnect with how an operation would play out in the field. It 
would be unrealistic to plug in World Bank expertise into a UN role. But if there are coordinated 
and focused efforts to work that out ahead of time, asking what's capacity of each organization? For 
example there's a crisis brewing in Africa; we will need X; how does that fit into what you're 
planning to do?; let's talk about how to set up a UN mandate in a way that ensures your work is 
easier. There will naturally be a division of labor, and it should be what organizations do best. 

Must catch them (various UN agencies, WB) in the planning process. Find out what level of 
discussions already occur? 

Volume of money; corruption; approaches to foreign aid 

If your report just mentions volume of money being a barrier to coordination and effectiveness - 
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ways of doing it. Heritage did a lot on Millennium Challenge Corporation and using aid to 
governments as a way to get them to reform their economies, e.g. Ukraine. But that's not always the 
way it's thought of. The UN concept is that development is non-political. 

US relations with UN, NATO, and Europeans; Syria example 

When Europeans are on board, there's an important role for NATO, in Iraq, NATO hardly had a role 
at all, almost entirely US and UK. If we're at odds with European allies, NATO won't be on board; 
nor will the UN, We all have to consider domestic politics. If there had been more US leadership we 
probably could have used a stronger UN-NATO relationship. 


For example on Syria: French and Germans took a tough line on bombing. Obama handed the 


decision to Congress, and the UK government lost a vote on the issue. But if there'd been continued 
US engagement, working with the French and UK to prepare a policy, and coordination between US 
and NATO...what would that look like? They might have created some imprimatur at the Security 






